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PREPARING TEACHERS FOR THE
CLASSROOM: THE ROLE OF THE

HIGHER EDUCATION ACT AND
NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND

Thursday, May 17, 2007
U.S. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Higher Education,
Lifelong Learning, and Competitiveness
Committee on Education and Labor
Washington, DC

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in Room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ruben Hinojosa [chair-
man of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Hinojosa, Tierney, Bishop, Altmire,
Yarmuth, Courtney, Scott, Davis of California, Keller, Foxx, Kuhl,
Walberg, Castle and Ehlers.

Staff Present: Tylease Alli, Hearing Clerk; Jeff Appel, GAO
Detailee; Amy Elverum, Legislative Fellow, Education; Lamont
Ivey, Staff Assistant, Education; Brian Kennedy, General Counsel,
Ricardo Martinez, Policy Advisor for Subcommittee on Higher Edu-
cation, Lifelong Learning and Competitiveness; Stephanie Moore,
General Counsel; Lisette Partelow, Staff Assistant, Education; Ra-
chel Racusen, Deputy Communications Director; Theda Zawaiza,
Senior Disability Policy Advisor; Mark Zuckerman, Staff Director;
James Bergeron, Minority Deputy Director of Education and
Human Services Policy; Robert Borden, Minority General Counsel,
Kathryn Bruns, Minority Legislative Assistant; Steve Forde, Mi-
nority Communications Director; Taylor Hansen, Minority Legisla-
tive Assistant; Susan Ross, Minority Director of Education and
Human Services Policy; Linda Stevens, Minority Chief Clerk/As-
sistant to the General Counsel; and Brad Thomas, Minority Profes-
sional Staff Member.

Chairman HINOJOSA. A quorum is present. The hearing of the
subcommittee will come to order. Pursuant to committee rule 12,
any Member may submit an opening statement in writing, which
will be made part of the permanent record.

[The statement of Mr. Altmire follows:]
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Jason Altmire, a Representative in Congress
From the State of Pennsylvania

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this important hearing on the role the
Higher Education Act and No Child Left Behind can play in preparing teachers for
the classroom.

I would like to extend a warm welcome to today’s witnesses. I appreciate all of
you for taking the time to be here and look forward to your testimony.

Everyone agrees that all children deserve to be taught by a teacher who has both
a deep understanding of the subject they are teaching and the ability to clearly con-
vey that understanding to their students. I believe that the majority of students are
being taught by teachers that have the subject knowledge and teaching skill nec-
essary to be highly effective. The difficult question is how federal policy can best
be used to help ensure that all teachers can be highly effective.

I believe that this Congress has begun to take steps in the right direction by pro-
viding additional funding for teacher professional development. It is particularly im-
portant to provide professional development to math and science teachers in this
country, because many a currently teaching subjects that they do not have an exper-
tise in. However, more professional development alone is not the answer. I look for-
ward to hearing more ideas about how Title II of the Higher Education Act and
Title II of No Child Left Behind can best be used to attract, train and retain the
highest quality teachers.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing. I yield back the balance
of my time.

Chairman HINOJOSA. Before making my opening statement, I
want to say that today many of the members of our Committee on
Education and Labor are participating at a memorial at the Capitol
where we are paying our respect to a former Member of Congress
who passed away and were unable to attend the memorial service
in California, Juanita Millender-McDonald. And because of that,
we are not going to have as many Members at this congressional
hearing.

The schedule, as you all can imagine, has been extremely tight
for all Members of Congress, and the record will, of course, be com-
plete with a quorum, and there will be a few Members coming to
our hearing and then going on to that memorial or other commit-
tees that are going on at the same time.

So I wish to start by giving you a good morning and welcome to
the Subcommittee on Higher Education. This committee on lifelong
learning and competitiveness hearing is on Preparing Teachers for
the Classroom: The Role of the Higher Education Act and No Child
Left Behind.

Reaching the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act will hinge
on the quality of teaching in our classrooms. Unfortunately, too
often the number of poor and minority students in a school is also
an indicator of the number of teachers who are not certified or who
are teaching outside of their field of expertise in a school. The stu-
dents who need the most experienced and skilled teachers are typi-
cally in schools that have the least experienced teachers. Our goal
should be to change that.

Not only do we need to ensure that teachers are experts in the
subjects that they are teaching, we also need to ensure that they
are highly qualified to teach the students they have in their class-
rooms. The National Center for Education Statistics reported in its
1999-2000 schools and staffing survey that 41 percent of teachers
in the country had limited-English-proficient students in their
classroom, yet only 13 percent of teachers had more than 8 hours
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of training in how to teach these students. Clearly there is room
for improvement.

Our Federal programs in the Higher Education Act and the No
Child Left Behind Act are aimed toward improving the quality of
teaching through better preparation and professional development.
They are also aimed at improving the distribution of these teachers
so that concentrations of poverty or minority populations are no
longer coupled with a concentration of underprepared teachers.

They also recognize that we need to do a better job of making
sure that the teaching profession reflects the diversity of America’s
schools. Title II of the Higher Education Act supports teacher qual-
ity by focusing on improving the quality of teacher preparation pro-
grams, rigor of teacher certification requirements, and recruiting
teachers to serve in high-need districts and schools. It is funded at
less than $60 million.

Title II of the No Child Left Behind Act is a formula grant to
States to improve teacher quality and reduce class size. It is funded
at 2.9 billion, a very significant Federal investment. While similar
in goals, it is not clear how complementary these two programs are.

In this 110th Congress we will reauthorize both the Higher Edu-
cation Act and the No Child Left Behind Act. This presents a
unique opportunity to improve these laws so that they operate in
a more integrated fashion and move us closer to our goal of a high-
ly qualified teacher in every classroom.

I would like to thank our excellent panel of witnesses for joining
us today, and I am looking forward to your testimony on how the
programs are currently working and on what steps we can take to
better coordinate them.

[The statement of Mr. Hinojosa follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Rubén Hinojosa, Chairman, Subcommittee on
Higher Education, Lifelong Learning, and Competitiveness

Good Morning. Welcome to the Subcommittee on Higher Education. Lifelong
Learning and Competitiveness hearing on “Preparing Teachers for the Classroom:
The Role of the Higher Education Act and No Child Left Behind.”

Reaching the goals of the No Child Let Behind Act will hinge on the quality of
teaching in our classrooms. Unfortunately, too often, the number of poor and minor-
ity students in a school is also an indicator of the number of teachers who are not
certified or who are teaching outside of their field of expertise in a school. The stu-
dents who need the most experienced and skilled teachers are typically in schools
that have the least experienced teachers. Our goal should be to change that.

Not only do we need to ensure that teachers are experts in the subjects that they
are teaching. We also need to ensure that they are highly qualified to teach the stu-
dents they have in their classrooms. The National Center for Education Statistics
reported in its 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey that 41.2 percent of teachers
in the country had limited English proficient students in their classroom. Yet, only
12.5 percent of teachers had more than 8 hours of training in how to teach these
students. Clearly, there is room for improvement.

Our federal programs in the Higher Education Act and the No Child Left Behind
Act are aimed toward improving the quality of teaching through better preparation
and professional development. They are also aimed at improving the distribution of
these teachers so that concentrations of poverty or minority populations are no
longer coupled with a concentration of under-prepared teachers They also recognize
that we need to do a better job of making sure that the teaching profession reflects
the diversity of America’s schools.

Title II of the Higher Education Act supports teacher quality by focusing on im-
proving the quality of teacher preparation programs, rigor of teacher certification re-
quirements and recruiting teachers to serve in high need districts and schools. It
is funded at less than $60 million. Title IT of the No Child Left Behind Act is a for-
mula grant to states to improve teacher quality and reduce class size. It is funded
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at $2.9 billion—significant federal investment. While similar in goals, it is not clear
how complementary these two programs are.

This Congress, we will reauthorize both the Higher Education Act and the No
Child Left Behind Act. This presents a unique opportunity to improve these laws
so that they operate in a more integrated fashion and move us closer to our goal
of a highly qualified teacher in every classroom.

I would like to thank our excellent panel of witnesses for joining us today. I am
looking forward to your testimony on how the programs are currently working and
on what steps we can take to better coordinate them.

I would like to yield to my good friend and ranking Member, Mr. Ric Keller of
Florida, for his opening statement.

Chairman HINOJOSA. Before introducing the panel, I would like
to yield to my good friend and Ranking Member Mr. Ric Keller of
Florida for his opening statement.

Mr. KeELLER. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
good morning to all our witnesses. I want to thank each of our wit-
nesses for joining us today to discuss teacher training and profes-
sional development.

Both the Higher Education Act and No Child Left Behind play
a key role in preparing, recruiting, training and retaining today’s
teachers. Today we are here to listen and learn about ways that
Congress can improve Title II and both of these laws to improve
teacher quality and to make sure that quality teachers are staying
in the classroom.

There are over 1,200 institutions of higher education that award
degrees in elementary and secondary education. In addition to
earning baccalaureate degrees in education, other undergraduates
get ready to teach by participating in teacher education programs
while earning a degree in an academic subject area. Still other in-
dividuals enter teaching through postbaccalaureate certificate pro-
grams or master’s programs offered by institutions of higher edu-
cation. Finally, alternative routes to teaching that target, for exam-
ple, individuals changing careers may also involve higher education
institutions.

In years past there has been much discussion and scrutiny of the
caliber of teacher education programs at institutions of higher edu-
cation. Teacher preparation programs have been criticized for pro-
viding prospective teachers with inadequate time to learn subject
matter, for teaching a superficial curriculum, and for being unduly
fragmented. On the other hand, many teacher preparation pro-
grams are outstanding and deserve to be emulated.

As we work to reauthorize the Higher Education Act this year,
Congress will examine the most effective use of Federal funding for
teacher training, whether it is teacher education programs at col-
leges and universities or alternative routes for teacher certification.

I hope that the discussion we have today gives us some good
news about improvements that are being made at the institutional
level as well as some recommendations for improvements to the
Higher Education Act and No Child Left Behind Act to target pol-
icy and funding toward what works best.

Thank you to our distinguished panel of witnesses who are here
today. I look forward to hearing your testimony.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

[The statement of Mr. Keller follows:]
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Ric Keller, Senior Republican Member, Sub-
committee on Higher Education, Lifelong Learning, and Competitiveness

Good morning, thank you for joining us here today to discuss teacher training and
professional development. Both the Higher Education Act and No Child Left Behind
play a role in preparing, recruiting, training and retaining today’s teachers. Today,
we are here to listen and learn about ways that Congress can improve Title II in
both of these laws to improve teacher quality and to make sure that quality teach-
ers are staying in the classroom.

There are over 1,200 institutions of higher education that award degrees in ele-
mentary and secondary education. In addition to earning baccalaureate degrees in
education, other undergraduates get ready to teach by participating in a teacher
education program while earning a degree in an academic subject area. Still other
individuals enter teaching through post-baccalaureate certificate programs or mas-
ter’s programs offered by institutions of higher education. Finally, alternative routes
to teaching that target, for example, individuals changing careers, may also involve
higher education institutions.

In years past, there has been much discussion and scrutiny of the caliber of teach-
er education programs at institutions of higher education. Teacher preparation pro-
grams have been criticized for providing prospective teachers with inadequate time
to learn subject matter; for teaching a superficial curriculum; and for being unduly
fragmented. As we work to reauthorize the Higher Education Act this year, Con-
gress will examine the most effective use of federal funding for teacher training,
whether it is teacher education programs at colleges and universities or alternative
routes for teacher certification.

Additionally, Congress needs to look into how efficiently the K-12 Title II funds
are spent. Title I funds under No Child Left Behind are used for two purposes: pro-
fessional development and class size reduction. According to a November 2005 GAO
study on teacher qualification requirements, half of Title II NCLB funds are cur-
rently used for classroom size reduction. Concerning to me though is that there is
very little evidence to suggest that reducing class size improves student achieve-
ment. While I agree that we should strive to keep class sizes as small as possible,
I think we should also make sure these funds are spent wisely on the best profes-
sional development available.

I hope that the discussion we have today gives us some good news about improve-
ments that are being made at the institutional level, as well as some recommenda-
tions for improvements to the Higher Education Act and No Child Left Behind to
target policy and funding towards what works best. Thank you to our distinguished
panel of witnesses who are here today. I look forward to your testimony.

Chairman HINOJOSA. Without objection, all Members will have
14 days to submit additional materials or questions for the hearing
record.

[The statement of the Association of Teacher Educators sub-
mitted by Mr. Hinojosa follows:]

Prepared Statement of the Board of Directors of the
Association of Teacher Educators (ATE)

Chairman Hinojosa and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to submit a written statement which may be considered for adding to the offi-
cial record of the hearing held May 17, 2007, “Preparing Teachers for the Class-
room: The Role of the Higher Education Act and the No Child Left Behind Act”.
The Association of Teacher Educators was founded in 1920 and is an individual
membership organization devoted solely to the improvement of teacher education
both for school-based and post secondary teacher educators. ATE members represent
over 700 colleges and universities, over 500 major school systems, and the majority
of state departments of education.

In considering the subject of the hearing and the testimony that was presented,
we would like to emphasize the following points:

Research has shown that novice teachers, whether they gain certification through
traditional programs or alternative programs, need continuing mentoring and induc-
tion in the critical first three years of their careers. There is a need for account-
ability and structure for both university-based and alternative teacher preparation
programs to ensure novice teachers entering the classrooms will be prepared. As Dr.
Emily Feistritzer pointed out, traditional teacher preparation programs have done
a good job preparing classroom teachers, but alternative certification programs have
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arisen in response to high demands, often in high needs and hard to staff schools
or specific subject areas such as math, science or special education. Both HEA and
NCLB should support efforts to develop partnerships between institutions of higher
education and K-12 districts that emphasize mentoring, induction for novice teach-
ers and meaningful, regular, and ongoing professional development for tenured or
seasoned teachers.

The Federal government has spent more than $50 million on one program, the
American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence, that has licensed a total of
200 teachers and is accepted in five states. On a per-teacher cost basis, this is clear-
ly not the best use of scarce Federal resources. ABCTE relies on a test alone to put
teachers into classrooms. Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and No Child
Left Behind should use government funds to promote university-based teacher prep-
aration programs which prepare much greater numbers of teachers. Research dem-
onstrates that these programs have a higher retention rate for novice teachers in
their first five years of teaching than alternative programs do. This is because of
their multiple, intensive, research-based clinical experiences and student teaching
requirements.

Teacher education programs have changed significantly in the past several years,
and they can be expected to change in the future. The Association of Teacher Edu-
cators strongly supports the concept of Professional Development Schools, in which
college and university schools of education partner with pre-K-12 schools in a vari-
ety of meaningful ways. Other partnerships that are being discussed, including
Teachers for a New Era, represent innovations that encourage this evolution of
teacher preparation. We believe the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act
and No Child Left Behind should support such collaborative innovations between in-
stitutions of higher education and K-12 districts.

In considering reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and No Child Left Be-
hind, we support the following:

e We strongly support passage of the Teacher Excellence for All Children
(TEACH) Act of 2007 (H.R.2204), and urge incorporation of its provisions into Title
IT of HEA and Title II of NCLB,;

e We believe NCLB reauthorization, in particular, should include funds to help
states develop methods to measure teacher effectiveness and to refine the NCLB
definition of a highly qualified teacher to address the unique circumstances of cer-
tain kinds of teachers, such as special education teachers and teachers in rural
areas who teach multiple subjects;

e We support a comprehensive approach to recruiting and retaining teachers in
high-need schools by requiring adequate working conditions for all teachers and pro-
viding financial incentives, high-quality residency programs, improved professional
development to them.

o We believe these reauthorizations should provide resources to states to develop
and implement comprehensive teacher induction and data tracking systems (at both
university and district levels) that will help document the relationship of different
teacher education program strategies with K-12 student learning performance. This
is an accomplishment in educational research that is now hindered by the lack of
funds available to track teachers from their institutions of higher education or alter-
native teacher education programs through their teaching career and relate their
educational experiences and teaching practices to the performance outcomes of the
students they teach.

Chairman Hinojosa, thank you for the opportunity to provide this statement as
your Subcommittee continues 1ts important work.

Chairman HINOJOSA. I would like to introduce our very distin-
guished panel of witnesses here with us this morning. The first will
be Mr. George Scott. He is the Director of Education, Workforce
and Income Security Issues at the Government Accountability Of-
fice in Washington, D.C., and he has over 19 years of public serv-
ice. His current responsibilities include issues in higher education,
student loans and grant programs, as well as accreditation in insti-
tutional grant programs. His previous assignments include work on
retirement income security, private and public sector pensions,
Federal retirement programs, and Social Security.

Welcome, Mr. Scott.
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Dr. Sharon Robinson has served the last 2 years as the president
of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. She
was formally president of the Educational Testing Services Edu-
cational Policy Leadership Institute as well as a senior vice presi-
dent and chief operating officer at EPS. Sharon also has worked in
the Department of Education as well as with the National Edu-
cation Association. She is a Ph.D. Graduate from the University of
Kentucky and has completed the renowned Harvard Business
School Advanced Management Program.

Thank you for being with us.

Dr. Janice Wiley is the deputy director of instruction for the Re-
gion One Education Service Center in Edinburg, Texas, which just
happens to be located in the congressional district which I rep-
resent. Region One serves 37 school districts in a 7-county area
along the Texas-Mexico border and includes over 370,000 students.
She has been an educator for 33 years, and 29 of those years have
been in service to our students in Region One. Janice holds a Ph.D.
From the University of Texas in 1999, and she also holds certifi-
cation in five separate instructional or administrative areas. Fi-
nally, she has taught leadership classes at the University of Texas
Pan American in Edinburg.

Region One has been very important to my congressional district
for many years. It is a pleasure to welcome someone from home.
Thanks for coming today.

Dr. Daniel Fallon is the director of higher education at Carnegie
Corporation of New York. He oversees support for grants in areas
of teacher education and reform, school leadership development,
general education, and other areas of great national interest. He is
professor emeritus of psychology and of public policy at the Univer-
sity of Maryland College Park. In addition to his teaching duties,
he also served there as the vice president for academic affairs and
provost. Dr. Fallon has worked in colleges in Texas, including
Texas A&M; Colorado; and New York; and has published widely in
academia and is the author of a prize-winning book entitled The
German University.

Most importantly, my staff informs me that your heritage is part
Spanish and Irish, so I give you bienvenido.

Dr. Emily Feistritzer is president and CEO of the National Cen-
ter for Alternative Certification as well as president of the National
Center for Education Information, a private nonpartisan research
organization here in Washington, D.C. For the past 25 years, she
has been conducting studies on the status of the teaching profes-
sion. She has coauthored 38 widely acclaimed database books on
education. Dr. Feistritzer has testified before Congress many times,
and she began her career as a high school science and mathematics
teacher.

We appreciate your willingness to share your expertise with us
today, and welcome.

For those of you who have not testified before this subcommittee,
let me explain our lighting system and the 5-minute rule. Every-
one, including Members, is limited to 5 minutes of presentation or
questioning. The green light is illuminated when you begin to
speak. When you see the yellow light, it means you have 1 minute
remaining. When you see the red light, it means your time has ex-
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pired, and you should need to conclude your testimony. Please be
certain as you testify to turn on and speak into the microphones
in front of you.

We will now hear our first witness.

Mr. Scott, you may begin.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE SCOTT, DIRECTOR, EDUCATION,
WORKFORCE AND INCOME SECURITY ISSUES, U.S. GOVERN-
MENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Mr. Scort. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee. I am pleased to be here today to discuss the results of
GAO’s studies of Federal efforts to improve teacher quality.

Approximately 3 million teachers are responsible for educating
over 48 million students, and they account for over one-half of pub-
lic school expenditures each year. While the hiring and training of
teachers is primarily a State and local responsibility, a thorough
investment in teacher training is substantial.

In 1998, Congress amended the Higher Education Act to enhance
the quality of teaching. In 2001, Congress passed the No Child Left
Behind Act, which established Federal requirements that all teach-
ers of core academic subjects be highly qualified.

In 2006, about $3 billion in Federal funds were appropriated for
teacher quality efforts on Title IT of HEA and Title II of No Child
Left Behind. Given that both laws are scheduled for reauthoriza-
tion this year, this hearing presents an excellent opportunity to ex-
plore teacher quality provisions under these laws.

My testimony will discuss approaches to and funding of teacher
quality programs, how recipients are using Title II funds, and the
Department of Education support of these activities.

In summary, we reported that teacher quality provisions under
HEA and No Child Left Behind have different approaches and are
funded differently. While the overall goal of both titles is to im-
prove student achievement by improving the quality of teachers,
some of the specific approach is different. For example, a major
focus of HEA provisions is on training prospective teachers, while
No Child Left Behind provisions focus on improving teacher quality
in the classroom and employing highly qualified teachers.

Also, both laws use reporting mechanisms to increase account-
ability; however, HEA focuses more on institutions of higher edu-
cation, while No Child Left Behind focuses on schools and school
districts.

Teacher quality funds under HEA and No Child Left Behind are
distributed differently. HEA funds are distributed through one-
time competitive grants, State partnerships and recruitment
grants. All three types of grants require a match from non-Federal
sources. No Child Left Behind provides funds to States annually
through formula grants. States and districts generally receive No
Child Left Behind funds based on the amount they received in
2001, the percentage of children residing in the State or district,
and the number of children in low-income families.

In 2006, Congress appropriated $2.9 billion to No Child Left Be-
hind and about $60 million under HEA for teacher quality activi-
ties.
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HEA and No Child Left Behind provide flexibility for recipients
to use funds for a broad range of efforts to improve teacher quality,
including many similar activities. However, one difference is that
No Child Left Behind specifies that teachers can be hired to reduce
class size, while HEA does not specifically mention class size reduc-
tion. Both laws fund professional development and recruitment ac-
tivities. For example, mentoring was the most common professional
development activity among the HEA grantees we visited. Some
districts also use No Child Left Behind funds for mentoring as well.

HEA and No Child Left Behind funds also support efforts to re-
cruit teachers. For example, many HEA grantees we visited use
their funds to fill teacher shortages, while some districts we visited
use No Child Left Behind funds to provide recruitment bonuses
and advertise opening teaching positions.

The Department of Education is providing better assistance to
recipients of Title II funds and is improving its oversight of teacher
quality efforts. Our work identified areas where education could
improve its assistance to grantees, enhance information on their ef-
forts, and more effectively measure the results of these activities.

In response to our recommendations, Education has improved
communication with HEA grantees and potential applicants. Edu-
cation has also provided assistance to recipients of No Child Left
Behind funds by offering professional development workshops and
related materials that teachers can access on Education’s Website.
In addition, Education assisted States and districts by providing
updated guidance on teacher qualification requirements.

Education has also made progress in addressing GAO concerns
by improving how the Department measures the results of teacher
quality activities by establishing performance targets. For example,
in 2005, Education established performance for State and partner-
ship grants under HEA.

In conclusion, the Nation’s public schoolteachers play a vital role
in educating over 48 million students. While Title II of HEA and
No Child Left Behind share the goal of improving teacher quality,
it is not clear the extent to which these laws complement each
other. Our studies of teacher quality programs under each law
have found areas for improvement, such as data quality and assist-
ance from education. We have also found that HEA grantees,
States, districts and schools engage in similar activities; however,
not much is known about how well, if at all, these laws are aligned.
Thus, there are additional opportunities to understand how the
laws work together at the Federal, State and local level.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement, and I will be happy
to answer any questions from you or members of the subcommittee.
Thank you.

[The statement of Mr. Scott follows:]

Prepared Statement of George A. Scott, Director, Education, Workforce,
and Income Security Issues, U.S. Government Accountability Office

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I am pleased to be here this
morning to discuss the federal government’s efforts to improve teacher quality.
Teachers are the single largest resource in our nation’s elementary and secondary
education system. Approximately 3 million teachers are responsible for educating
over 48 million students and they account for over one half of public school expendi-
tures ($215 billion) each year. Research has shown that teachers play a significant
role in improving student performance. However, research has also shown that
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many teachers—especially those in high-poverty districts—lack competency in the
subjects they teach and that most teacher training programs leave new teachers
feeling unprepared for the classroom.

While the hiring and training of teachers is primarily the responsibility of state
and local governments and institutions of higher education, the federal investment
in enhancing teacher quality is substantial and growing. In 1998, the Congress
amended the Higher Education Act (HEA) to enhance the quality of teaching in the
classroom by improving training programs for prospective teachers and the quali-
fications of current teachers. In 2001, the Congress passed the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLBA)—the most recent reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act—which established federal requirements that all teachers of core aca-
demic subjects be highly qualified. In 2006, about $3 billion of federal funds were
appropriated for NCLBA Title II and HEA Title II to address teacher quality. Given
that NCLBA and HEA are both slated for reauthorization in 2007, this hearing pre-
1sents a timely opportunity to explore teacher quality provisions covered under those
aws.

This statement focuses on the approaches, implementation, and evaluation of
teacher quality programs under HEA and NCLBA. I will first provide information
on the goals, approaches, and funding of these programs. Then I will discuss the
allowable activities and how recipients are using the funds. Finally, I will summa-
rize our findings related to Education’s support and evaluation of these activities.

My remarks today are drawn from previous GAO reports covering HEA teacher
quality programs and Title II under NCLBA,! supplemented with updated informa-
tion. We updated information by interviewing state officials, officials from institu-
tions of higher education, and Education officials. We also reviewed recent studies
and Education documents. We conducted our work in accordance with generally ac-
cepted government auditing standards.

In summary:

o While the overall goal of Title IT in both HEA and NCLBA is to improve teacher
quality, some of the specific approaches differ. For example, HEA focuses more on
training prospective teachers than NCLBA. In addition, HEA and NCLBA are fund-
ed differently, with HEA funds distributed through competitive grants, while Title
IT under NCLBA provides funds annually to all states through a formula.

e Both acts provide states, districts, and grantees with the flexibility to use funds
for a broad range of activities to improve teacher quality, including many activities
that are similar, such as professional development and recruitment. A difference is
that NCLBA’s Title II specifies that teachers can be hired to reduce class size, while
HEA does not specifically mention class-size reduction. With the broad range of ac-
tivkities allowed, we found both similarities and differences in the activities under-
taken.

e Under both HEA and NCLBA, Education has provided assistance and guidance
to recipients of these funds and is responsible for holding recipients accountable for
the quality of their activities. Our previous work identified areas in which Edu-
cation could improve its assistance to states on their teacher quality efforts and
more effectively measure the results of these activities. Education has made
progress in addressing our concerns by disseminating more information to recipients
particularly on teacher quality requirements and activities and improving how the
department measures the results of teacher quality activities by, for example, estab-
lishing performance targets.

Teacher Quality Provisions under HEA and NCLBA Have Somewhat Different Ap-
proaches and Are Funded Differently

While the overall goal of Title II under both HEA and NCLBA is to improve stu-
dent achievement by improving the teacher workforce, some of the specific ap-
proaches differ. For example, a major focus of HEA provisions is on the training of
prospective teachers (preservice training) while NCLBA provisions focus more on
improving teacher quality in the classroom (in service training) and hiring highly
qualified teachers. Also, both laws use reporting mechanisms to increase account-
ability. However, HEA focuses more on institutions of higher education while
NCLBA focuses on schools and school districts. Additionally, HEA focuses on ex-
panding the teacher workforce by supporting recruitment from other professions.

In addition, HEA and NCLBA Title II funds are distributed differently. HEA
teacher quality funds are disbursed through three distinct types of grants: state,
partnership, and recruitment grants. State grants are available for states to imple-
ment activities to improve teacher quality in their states by enhancing teacher
training efforts, while partnership grants support the collaborative efforts of teacher
training programs and other eligible partners.?2 Recruitment grants are available to
states or partnerships for teacher recruitment activities.
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All three types of grants require a match from non-federal sources. For example,
states receiving state grants must provide a matching amount in cash or in-kind
support from non-federal sources equal to 50 percent of the amount of the federal
grant.3 All three grants are one-time competitive grants; however, state and recruit-
ment grants are for 3 years while partnership grants are for 5 years.* HEA amend-
ments in 1998 required that 45 percent of funds be distributed to state grants, 45
percent to partnership grants, and 10 percent to recruitment grants. As of April
2007, 52 of the 59 eligible entities (states, the District of Columbia, and 8 terri-
tories) had received state grants.5 Because the authorizing legislation specifically re-
quired that entities could only receive a state grant once, only seven would be eligi-
ble to receive future state grants. In our 2002 report, we suggested that if Congress
decides to continue funding teacher quality grants in the upcoming reauthorization
of HEA, it might want to clarify whether all 59 entities would be eligible for state
grant funding under the reauthorization, or whether eligibility would be limited to
only those states that have not previously received a state grant. We also suggested
that if Congress decides to limit eligibility to entities that have not previously re-
ceived a state grant, it may want to consider changing the 45 percent funding allo-
cation for state grants. In a 2005 appropriation act, Congress waived the allocation
requirement. In 2006, about 9 percent of funds were awarded for state grants, 59
percent for partnership grants, and 33 percent for recruitment. When Congress re-
authorizes HEA, it may want to further clarify eligibility and allocation require-
ments for this program.

NCLBA, funded at a much higher level than HEA, provides funds to states
through annual formula grants. In 2006, Congress appropriated $2.89 billion
through NCLBA and $59.9 million for HEA for teacher quality efforts.6 While fed-
eral funding for teacher initiatives was provided through two other programs prior
to NCLBA, the act increased the level of funding to help states and districts imple-
ment the teacher qualification requirements. States and districts generally receive
NCLBA Title II funds based on the amount they received in 2001, the percentage
of children residing in the state or district, and the number of those children in low-
income families. After reserving up to 1 percent of the funds for administrative pur-
poses, states pass 95 percent of the remaining funds to the districts and retain the
rest to support state-level teacher initiatives and to support NCLBA partnerships
between higher education institutions and high-need districts that work to provide
professional development to teachers.

While there is no formula in NCLBA for how districts are to allocate funds to spe-
cific schools, the act requires states to ensure that districts target funds to those
schools with the highest number of teachers who are not highly qualified, schools
with the largest class sizes, or schools that have not met academic performance re-
quirements for 2 or more consecutive years. In addition, districts applying for Title
II funds from their states are required to conduct a districtwide needs assessment
to identify their teacher quality needs. NCLBA also allows districts to transfer these
funds to most other major NCLBA programs, such as those under Title I, to meet
their educational priorities.”

Some HEA and NCLBA Funds Were Used for Similar Activities As Allowed under
Both Acts

HEA provides grantees and NCLBA provides states and districts with the flexi-
bility to use funds for a broad range of activities to improve teacher quality, includ-
ing many activities that are similar under both acts. HEA funds can be used, among
other activities, to reform teacher certification requirements, professional develop-
ment activities, and recruitment efforts. In addition, HEA partnership grantees
must use their funds to implement reforms to hold teacher preparation programs
accountable for the quality of teachers leaving the program. Similarly, acceptable
uses of NCLBA funds include teacher certification activities, professional develop-
ment in a variety of core academic subjects, recruitment, and retention initiatives.
In addition, activities carried out under NCLBA partnership grants are required to
coordinate with any activities funded by HEA. Table 1 compares activities under
HEA and NCLBA.
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1
Table 1: Examples of Activities under HEA Title Il and NCLBA Title Il

HEA NCLBA

Reforming teacher certification or licensure  Reforming teacher and principal
requirements certification or licensing requirements
Recruitment and retention Recruitment and retention

Professional development Professional development

Implement reforms within teacher Reforming tenure systems, implementing

preparation programs to hold the programs teacher testing for subject matter
accountable for preparing highly competent knowledge, and implementing teacher

teachers testing for State certification or licensing,
consistent with Title Il of HEA

Providing preservice clinical experience Hiring teachers to reduce class size

and mentoring

Disseminating information on effective Developing systems to measure the

practices effectiveness of specific professional
development programs

Teacher education scholarships Funding projects to promote reciprocity of

teacher and principal certification or
licensing between or among States

Follow-up services for new teachers Support to teachers or principals

Source: GAC summary of HEA Title || and NCLBA Title II.

With the broad range of activities allowed under HEA and NCLBA, we found both
similarities and differences in the activities undertaken. For example, districts chose
to spend about one-half of their NCLBA Title II funds ($1.2 billion) in 2004-2005
on class-size reduction efforts, which is not an activity specified by HEA.8 1We
found that some districts focused their class-size reduction efforts on specific grades,
depending on their needs. One district we visited focused its NCLBA-funded class-
size reduction efforts on the eighth grade because the state already provided fund-
ing for reducing class size in other grades. However, while class-size reduction may
contribute to teacher retention, it also increases the number of classrooms that need
to be staffed and we found that some districts had shifted funds away from class-
size reduction to initiatives to improve teachers’ subject matter knowledge and in-
structional skills. Similarly, Education’s data showed that the percent of NCLBA
district funds spent on class-size reduction had decreased since 2002-2003, when 57
percent of funds were used for this purpose.

HEA and NCLBA both funded professional development and recruitment efforts,
although the specific activities varied somewhat. For example, mentoring was the
most common professional development activity among the HEA grantees we vis-
ited. Of the 33 HEA grant sites we visited, 23 were providing mentoring activities
for teachers. In addition, some grantees used their funds to establish a mentor
training program to ensure that mentors had consistent guidance. One state used
the grant to develop mentoring standards and to build the capacity of trainers to
train teacher mentors within each district. Some districts used NCLBA Title II
funds for mentoring activities as well. We also found that states and districts used
NCLBA Title II funds to support other types of professional development activities.
For example, two districts we visited spent their funds on math coaches who per-
form tasks such as working with teachers to develop lessons that reflected state aca-
demic standards and assisting them in using students’ test data to identify and ad-
dress students’ academic needs. Additionally, states used a portion of NCLBA Title
II funds they retained to support professional development for teachers in core aca-
demic subjects.